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Corset’s Here?

OF CORSET’S HERE

AND
HERE ONLY.

A woman representative of the
manufacturers of

HER MAJESTYS CORSET

Will be here to show the excellence
and superiority of that article, and to
fit the corset to all purchasers, one
week only; Jan. 30—Feb. 4.

L. S. AYRES & CO.

H. M. H. M.

OUR BARG (NS THIS WEEK.
C. H. Stone & Co. Pi-

ano, large size, full
75 octaves, at.........
T. Gilbert & Co. Pi-
ANO0 Bb...coceccssavoses
A high-top first-class

Organ at.......soeceen

$63

Persons desiring Bargains should not
fail to avail themseives of this oppor-

tunity.

D. Il BALDWIN & (0,

95, 97 & 99 N. Pennsylvania St,
INDIANAPOLIS.

Moving ord«ragiven prompt attention.
Tuning guaranteed. Storage at low
prices. with insurance.

ART EMPORIUM,
Tel. 500.

We give especial attention to fram-
ing life-size ecrayon portraits, and
always carry in stock a number of
our finest moldings made up into
frames of that size.

THE H. LIEBER COMPANY,
éZ Soulh Meridian St.

m
CANCELED HOLMES'S JAIL SENTEXCE.
Excessive Zeal of the Court Justly Counter-
acted by the Governor.

Governor Matthews yesterday granted a
pardon to John W, Holmes, & prominent
and wealthy citizen, over seventy years of
sge, who was given a light jail sentence by
the Circuit Court of Jackson counnty for
election bmbery. Holmes, it seems, is a

Republican farmer residing a few miles
out of the town of Madura, One

night & few days before the late
election he discovered & man in
the .act of erecting & Democratio
pole 1n front of his, Holmes's, yard. Much
exercised over the preparations he set
about to bargain with the Demoerat for the
removal of the odiousemblem, and finally,
for the consideration of §2 and a promise of
£3 after the election, the pole-raiser de-
parted. The balance due was promptly
paid shortly after the election, but
the matter was considered to be
of the nature of attempted bribery.
Holmes was arrested on that charge, and
on conviction the court placed the penalty
at ten days 1m jail, assessed a fine of $5
and disfranchised the o¢ld man for ten
years, The disgrace attached to the jail
sentence fell heavily upon the prisoner’s
family, and through the intluence of
friends and the factof Holmes's prom-
mence be was allowed to remain out of
prison pending the action of the Governor,
The fine and distranchisement will stand as
asscssed,

—— ) —

REFUSED TO BUY NEW CAPS.

Street-Car Conductors Locked Out for a Short
Time—Trouble Settled.

——— -

An incipient strike of the street-car
motormen on the Columbia and Clifford
avenue lines ocourred yesterday morning
at the Lonsiana-street stables, but was
settled with but listle delay to travel. The
tronble grew out of the order issned Deec. 6,
by the company, that on and after Jan., 27,

conductors shonld go on duty with a new
uniform cap. A number of the men had

rovived themselveas with the eaps adopted

¥y the company some months ago and re-
fused to bLuy the new ones, Yesterday
morning when eight conductors appeared
at the stable without having conformed
with the recent rule the stable foreman 1n-
formed them that other men wonid take
their places. The motormen at once re-
belled and refused to work with the non-
union conductors. All eifiorts toward an

sdjustment of the difliculty were
fatile, and business on the lines
ruaning out of the Louisiana-street

stables was at a standstill for an hour.
The ecars were finally started and a com-
mittee for the employes delegated to call on
Saperintendent Lewis. The result of the
visit proved satisfactory, and the union
men will return to work to-day with their
old eaps.

el O A——

HIGERT-JOINER CASE DISMISSED.

- ——— -

Terra Cotta Company Not Involved in the
Buit—Properties Retransferred.
[ ——

The suit referred to yesterday as being
filed in the Putnam Circuit Court by K. L.
Higert against Joseph Joiner, superintend-
ent of the Indianapolis terra cotta-works,
wherein Mr. Joiners holdings in the terra

ootta company were involves was yvester-
day compromised between Higert and
Joiner and the case was dismissed. The
toerms of the compromise were a retransfer
of the properties exchenged. The terra
cotta company, it should be said, was in no
peocuniary way involved in the suit. Mr.
Joiner says that the statemment that he
sgreed to see that Higert was given a
position in the company worth §150 a
month 1sabsurd and anfounded,
—_—— . > G-
In City AMairs

The usual brief session of the Board of
Public Works was held yesterday morning.
F. J. Van Vorhis and John 8, Spann, repre.
senting property-owners, appeared and pre-

pented a petition asking that Kentncky
avenue be opened from Merrill street to
White river, in contemplation of a bridge
to be placed st that point by the County
Commissionzis

Another
asked that the water mains ke extended on
Washington ntrees.' from State street to
Beville avenue., No action was taken
with either.

The board addressed a letter to President
Frenzel, of the street-railway company,
and directed him to remove the piles of
snow on various sireets, cansed by the oper-
ation of snow-plows ou the lmes,

The following pay-rolis were approved:
Btreet commissioner, $§211.52; sewer gang,
§71.55 and bridge gang, §91,

petition of property-owners |

- Fntiun of the Attorney-general in the proceed-
I

SMITH THROWN OUT OF COURT

——

The Legislature Must Make a New Ap-
porticnment Law at This Session.

i

Democrats Fooled in Their Serene Confidence
that the Supreme Court Wounld Over-
throw the Gerrymander Decision.

et

Representative Ader Outlines the Policy
of the Majority on the Subject.

——

Will Not Try to Satisfy the Republicans—Based
on Majorities in Both Houses—Judges
“Koasted” by State Officers.

———

DEMOCRATIC PROGRAMME,

Leaders Surprised at the Decision— Will
Still Hold the Legislature,

It was freely stated in some guarters yes-
terday that the Democrats had & new ger-
rymander all ready to put through the
Legislatare. This 18 hardly possible. From
frequent talks with Democratio legislators
since the session began, it seems evident
that the majority has been resting serene
in the confidence that because the Supreme
Court was now Demoecratio the petition of
the Attorney-general would be taken up
and the decision of the old court over-
thrown., So sure wers they of this that

Representative Ader felt rather insuited
at being put at the head of the apportion-
ment committee, which would have noth-
ing to do.

Senator Smith, at the head of the Een-
ate’s apportionment committee, was not in
the city yesterday, but some dayvs ago
when asked what the majority would do
should the decision invalidating the gerry-
mander of 1501 stand, jocularly replied,
““Why, we'd re-enact the old one.”

After varions little conferences and dis-
cussions among State oflicers and suoh lead-

ers in the Legislatures as were in town yes-
terday afternoon a rough sort of a policy
was outlined to a Journal reporter by Rep-
resentative Ader, chairmsn of the House
committee,

“l bave read the deocision,” said he, “and
though it does not touch upon the merits
of the main question, there is no doubt
that it settiva the gerrymander of 1591
And it means the death-kneil to legislative
gerrymanders as we have known them and
the beginning of fairer divisions. As a
member of the Legislature, 1 never have
believed that with the power delegate:d to
us by the people to apportion the State as
we deem best that five men ought to be
able to step in and say we cannot do it this
way or that way, and compel us to do it to
suit their fastidious tastes. But that is
the law, and we cannot iy in 1ts face. In
consequence we mast give the people a
fairer apportionment law,

“This thing comes to us hike a flash out of
a clear sky, and we are totally unprepared
with any measure to take the place
of the law of 180l. We shall pass a
new law and a fair one—from a Demoecratio
stand-point. It will not be entirely satis-
factory to you Republicans; 1n fact 1t will
not be satisfactory to you at all. But Indi-
ana1s & Democratic State, and I am just
puartisan enoungh to believe that 1ts govern-
ment shou!d be Democratio in all its
branches. I think the next gerrymander is
likely to be based on a majority of about
eight 1n the House and five 1n the Senate,

A curious queation 15 likeiy to arise
from this decision,” continued Mr, Ader.
“What is to becomeof thetwenty-tive hola-
over Senators elected this year! Are they
to be de facto ofiicers still after this Legis-
latnre adionrnst”

Representative Sulzer, who was sitting
by, entered the disoussion, and both ¢came
to theconclusion, af{tersomeargnment, that
nnless ousted by court these Senators
wounld probably serve in the next Legis-
lature.

——e et

TEXT OF THE DECISION,

Opinions Are a Clear, Learned and Manly
Statermes: of the Law.

The Supreme Court yesterday handed
down an opinion, refasing a rehearing in
the apportionment case, for which motion
had been made and briefs filed ad libitumn
by the Attorney-general., The opinion pre-
vailed by four to nothing, Judge Howard,
who wrote the chief opinion, receiving the
concurreace of Judges Hackaoey, Olds and
Cofley. Judge McCabe dissented, but
had, it is presumed, mo reasons to give,
for he wrote out none, When
the judges met yeaterday for consultation
it was not apparent what amouunt of
agreement there was between them. Judge
Howard was assigued to write the opinion
of the court, and Judge Cofifey made known
that he wounld write an individual opinion.
It developed, when the opinions were com-
pared, that Judge Howard, speaking for
himself and Judge Hackney, and Judge
Cofley for himself and Judge Olds, reached
the same conclusion, which, therafore, be-

came the opinion of the court. Both are
printed below. After a relerence to the
Attorney-general the opinion goes on to
say that h's petition, as chief law ofiicer of
the State, and becanse of the importance
of the quastions involved, is entitled to the
gravest consideration. ‘I'be court said:

A petition for rehearing i1s a request to the
court 1o revise 18 own action by correctiug
errors and modifying or setting aside ita judg-
went. The atatate, Sec, 662, R. 8, 1851, pro-
vides that at any time within sixty days after
the determination of a cnuse either party may
file a pelitior for a rehearing. The quesiion at
the outset, therefore, 18 whether the Attorney-
general is huseif a party to this action or
whether he represents such party.

Besides the special duties of the Attorney- gen-
eral provided for in various statutes, his genaral
duties are named in Sections H6IY and H64H6 of
the Revised Statutes of 1851, Beection 5659 pro-
vides that “such Attoruney-general shall prose-
cuate and defend all suils that may
be institnted by or against the Stats
of Indiana, the prosecuting or defend-
ing of which is not  already pro-
vided for by law, whenever notitied ten days of
the pendeney thereof by the clerk of the eourt
in which such suits are pending, and whenever
required by the Governor or a majority of the
oflicers of State, in writing, to be furnished him
within areasonable time, for the purpose therein
contemplated. Aud he shall prosecute and de-
fend all eriminal or State prosecurions that are
now or hereafter may be pending in the Suprewe
Court of the State of Indiana.”

This is not a suit by or against the State, al-
though it is prosecuted by a relator in the name
of the State, It is a suit for mandate, which is
already provided for by law. Neither has the
Goveraor, nor a majority of the State ofticers,
nor any clerk of a court required or notified
him to prosecute or defend in the case.
Neitheris it a case in which any eriminal or
State proseention is pending in the Supreme
Court. Section 5666 provides that *‘the Actor-
ney-general shall be required to attend to the in-
terests of the State in all suits, actious or claims
in which the State is or may becowme interested
in the supreme Court of this state.” By this
section he is made the law otficer of the Statein
all matters before the Supreme Court in which
the State has interests fuvolved., This raises the
question as to the interests of the State in this
aotion, and particularly as to whether she is a
party to it. The iuterests of the State here
oconcern the counstitutionality of a law aftecting
the membership of the legislative department ot
the State government. We can hardly concelve
of any suit before the court which eould be of
greater interest to the State. and it 1s eminently
proper that the Attorney-zeneral should attend
to those interests. This the court recognized in |
granting leave tothe Attorvey-ceneral to appear

in the case in the order heretolore made, as fol-
lows: “It further appearing to the court that
the matters involved in sald canse are such as
effect the entire people of the Btate, and are of
Kreat impertance, it i8 ordered that leave be
granted to the Atorney-general of tha State to
appear in bebalf of the people, and to take such
steps as ho may deem necessary to aid the court
in reaching a just determination thercof."

This order of the court and the active partloi-

s In appeal are in full barmony with the
spirit of the statnte. Bat Jd1d this appearance, |
or the order of the court, or the grave interests
of the people in the case constitute the State a
partyl The order of the conrt could not make
one a party who was not already a party in |
reality. It eould only admit one to bean party |
who waa already in fact and in law n neoessary
or a proper party to the suit, Could the mm-
portunt interests of the people make the State |
such a partyl The people of the Siate are vi-
tally interested in the decislon of the con-
stitutionality of every geueral law that

before the court, bvt we should not for this rea-
80N say tuat the State should be & party to every
suit tLat involved the coastitutionality of a law
of the State. It is the duty of the Attorney-gen-
eral to attend to the interests of the SEtate when
involved in a matter before the court. He comes
there as an officer of the State to advise one of
the three departments of the State government
in such manner “as he may deem necessary to
aid the court in reaching a just determination™
of the matters that concern the interests of the
State. The parties are already before the court,
but as we think neither the Stale itself, nor the
Attorney-general as representing the State, Is
ALy more a party than if the matter were oune to
be decided by the exeoutive or the legslative
department of the government. Each depart-
ment, in 1ts own sphere, 1s the State, and as sach
guanrds the rights of the State, not as thoze of a
stranger or mere suitor before it, but as those of
the body-politic, of which it is itself & part.

It ean hardly be said that by reason of the de-
cision rendered in the matters in controversy be-
tween the parties that the interest of the State and
the people have not received due consideration.
The Attorney-general as a sworn oflicer of the
Btaie has done his duty as he saw It, and advised
the court with great learning and ability. And
it must be remembered besides, that those con-
atituting the ecourt were themselves also sworn
ofticers of the State, and, as a court, even cou-
stituted an integral part of the State govern-
ment. Whether they deoided the matter befors
them as the Attorney-general thought right, or
whether they decided them as the court as now
constituted would have done, does not affect the
question as to whether the decision s0 rendered
can now bereviewed by the court, in this case,
and as to the issues between the parties.

We are of opinion that in such appearance the
Attorney-general is, in the strictest legal sense,
a friend of the court, and not a party, nor the
representative of any party to the suit before it.
He has alded the court in its labors to reach a
Just decision of the case. That decision, whether
right or wrong, has been reached, and his
friend'y oflice.is ended. The parties have liti-
guted the matters at issue between them, aund

ave withdrawn in so far as they can from the
jurisdiction of the cour:t. We think he caun not

tition for arehearing of the matters that have

en tried and decided between them. Counsel
for appellee in one of their briefs call the Attor-
neyv-general an intervenor in this case, but from
what has been said of his office before the eourt
he cannot be an intervenor. As the law officer
of the State he has aided and advised the court,
even as he might have given his legal opinion to
the Governor when requested. But no judgment
could be rendered for or against him, or foror
against the State, as might be done in case of an
mtervenor.

But although we do not think that the Attor-
ney-general ean petition in this case, a8 a party,
for a rehearing, yet we have no doubt that the
caze, like all others, is still before the court in
case error or mistake has been made. The court
may oorrect its own record, eitheron 8 own
motion or on being advised of the mistake by
any party in Interest. In the case of Board,
ete., v8, Brown, 14 Ind., 191, a petlition for re-
hearing was flled more than sixty days after the
decision. The court could not grant a rehearing,
but it appearing that a decision had been ren-
dered against one who had not been before the
court, the court on its own motion granted a
rule upon the other party to show cause why the
decision should not be revoked.

In Taylor va. Elliott, et al., 52 Ind., 588, this
court fully considered and deelded its power to
modify, correct or sot aside its own declsion in a
proper case, .

In Crowell vs. Jaqua, reported in 15 N. E.
Rep. 242, (114 Ind. 246) this court set aside one
opinion on account of inadvertont error., and
substituted another in its place. In Elliott's
Appeliate Procedure, Section 550, the power of
the court to correclt its own errors is expressly
maintained. Of this power there ocan be uo
doubt, but that 18 not the question before us.
There 18 no mistake of fact, no inadvertence,
“no errors into which the court may bhave fallen,"
but a deliberate decision of issues upon facts ad-
mitted by the parties, These parties have de-
parted from the jurisdiotion of the court, under
the rules of the courr as established In pursa-
auce of the provisions of the statute, and we do
not think that the issues litigated between them
can have a rehesaring in this court.

The intervenor, Morgan Chandler, has also
flled his petition for rebearing of the canse, but
he has tiied no brief in 1ts support, and under the
rules of the court it caupot therefore be con-
sidered.

We are besides of opinion that as there wasno
decision adverse to Lim, he cannot have any-
thing upon which to base his petition for re-
hearing.

It is therefore ordered and adjudged by the
court that the petitions for a rehearing nowon
file In this cause be, and the same are hereby re-
Jected.

At the conelusion of this opinion are the
words, “McCabe, J., dissents.” Then fol.
lows Judge Coffey’s opinion, in which the

conclasion 18 the same but is reached by a
diflferent course of reasoning. He makes
very clear the fact that the Supreme Counrt
has no further juriadiction in the case, as
follows:

CHIEF JUSTICE COFFEY'S OPINION.
On the 3a day of January, 1893, a petl
tion for a rebearing in this cause was flled

on behalf of the Attorney-general of the State.
Before any consideration of such petition we ara
met by the grave question as to whether we have
any jurisdiction in the case, If weo have juris-
diction, no great public inconvenience is likely
to arise by reason of any action takem by the
court in the cause, but on the other hand, if we

have no jurisdiction, any action we may take
will be a mers xullity. The granting of a re-
hearing under such circumstances wonld
not annul the former adjudication bhold-
ing the ni_)portitmumnt acts of 1579 and 1891
invalid. The evil consequences likeiy to follow
upon the attempted enforecement of laws which
stand authoritatively adjudged invalid ean
readily be foreseen. As to the manner in which,
or in what tribunal, the question of the validity
of such an attempt may arise, no one at this
titne can foretell, but that it would arise in some
form, in the event we should assume to act with-
out jurisdiction, is reasouably certain, The
question of jurisdiction over the case necessarily
arises upon the record.

Section 662, R. 8., 1881, provides that *“When
any canse isdetermined in the Supreme Conrt, the
clerk shail forthwith notify the clerk of the court
below that it is determined, and whetherreversed
or afirmed, in wholeor in part, or dismissed. At
any time within sixty days after such deterina-
tian, either party may file a petition for a rehear-
ing, and if notso tiled, the decision and instrue-
tions of the Suprewme Court shall be ecertitied
te the court below, unless otherwise ordered by
the court.”

Rule 38 of this court provides that “Opinions
and judgments shall not be certilied to the court
below by the clerk of this court, except in erim-
inal cases, until the expiration of sixty davs, un-
less by order of this court, or on the filing of
waiver of petition for rehearing, which order of
court, or tiling of waiver shall be certified by the
clerk with the opinion.”

The opinion of the court in this cause was
filed on the 17th day of December, 1892, and on
the 22d day of the same month the parties to
this litigation, acting under the above statuta
aud rule, filed in the clerk’s oliice of this court
the following waiver of the right to tfile a petition
for reliearing, viz.: *Come now the parties, both

appeilants and appelice, and each sgov-
erully and separately waive and re-
linquish the right 10 file a petition

for a rehearing in this cause and accept as tinal
and conciusive the opinion of the court heieto-
fore rendered in this canse, and now ask that the
court will order and direct the clerk of this coulg
to imwediately certifly eaid canse and orinion to
the clerk of the Henry Cirenit Court, fro.a which
court the appeal in this cause was taken.”

This waiver was signed by the attorneys of
record for each of the parties, and was not ouly
filad in the clerk’s oftice, but the parties, in ad-
dition to sueh filing, procured an order of the
court thereon requiring the elerk of tnis court to
certify the cause according to this request and
agreement of ths parties,

The cause, pursuant to this agreement and
watver, and the order of the court was r.eccord-
ingly certified by the clerk of this coart to the
clerk of the Henry county Cireunit Court. That
this was a legitmate mode of taking the casa
from this court seems not to be doubted, and
that the cause, as well asthe parties to the snit
are now beyond the power and contrel of this
court I thinkis equally ceriain, unless some
party remains here not having joined in the
waiver, who 1s entitled to file a petition for a re-
Jhearing.

No petition is filed by the State, and if such
petition was on file it would be a sufficient
answer to it to say that 1t was not entitled to a
rehearing without the consent of the relator to

whom it has extended the use of its name for the |

enforcement of a private right, even if it had not
Jolned in the waiver, which it has done.

THE LAST DAY
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928,

VERCOATS
Cut Down t0 815

REDUCED FROM §I8, §20, §22 AND §2.

The whirlwind of trade that swept among our OVERCOATS all
day yesterday plainly proves where

Best Clothing Darcains in Indianapolis Are To Be Had

Hirst Comers Will Get the Best.

law officer of the State, to aid it with his exten-
sive knowledge of the law, in arriving ata cor-
rect conciusion, not in private consultatiou, but
in open argument and by briefs. As he was the
representative of the whole prople of the State
the court had the right to assuwme that he would
stand impartial as between the parties
and that he would honestly and faithfully, as a
publie otlicer, give to the court his views upon
the new aud iutricate questions involved. That
he did, by the able brief riled by him, give the
court much aid is not to he denied. But it was
not as a party to the suit that he was permitted
to liie briefs and argue the case. Ilis relation to
the court was simply that of an amicus curiwe, It
iz not the function of an amicus ocurie to toke

upon himself the management of a cause. (An-
derson’s Dictionary of Law; title, “Amicus
Carue.”)

The powers and duties of an amicus curi® are
well nnderstood by the profession. In the case
of Irwin ve, Armuth et al. (129 Ind., 340), it was
said: *““An amicus curizc may appear, and, with
the permission of the court, introduce evidence
for his own benelit, but he ecannot accept to any
ruling made by the court, as he has no right to
complain 1f the court refuses to except his sug-
gestions,"”

This eause was certified to the Henry Circuit
Court on the 22d day of December last. It may
be that the judgment bas been rendered by that
court in accordance with the opinion and direo-
tious of this court. If so, can we now, by an
sotion we mway take, affect that judgment?
think not. In my opinion the moment this cause
was certified to the Henry Cirenit Court by order
of this court we lost juriadiction over it as fully
as we would have lost it had the sixty days
allowed to file petitions for a rehearing fullv ex-
pired. For these reasons I am of the opinion
that we have no cjluriadict-lun and that we have
no power to consider the petition for a rehearing
filed by tho Attorney-general

———

RAISED A PARTY STORM.

Howard and Hackney FPersonally Called to
Acocount for Their Courage.

Immediately after the Supreme Court
sent down the decisions yesterday after-
noon, about a dozen leading Democrats of
the Lecislature, the State oflicers, Green
Smith and Clerk Sweeney flocked into
Judge McCabe’s room, sent out for Judges
Howard and Hackney, and, with closed
doors, had an exciting time. They

indulged in loud arguments, Jamentations,
ete. It i1s presnmed that Judges Howard
and Hackney were roundly abused because
they daid not save the Legislature the ugly
task of making another apportionment, It
is the first time on record that judgzes of
the Supreme Bench were personally taken
to task for rendering a deeision contrary
to party notion. Smith is said to have re-
peated his favornite gesture when practic-
1ng law with asandbagin Jennings counuy.

86.00—T0 Chicago and EReturn—3$6.00
$3.00—To Chicago—$3.00
Via Pennsylvania line from Indianapolis,

Imported Wines.

For fine imported wines, Sherry, Port, Rheln

| Wines, ete., go to Caspar Schmalholz, 29 South

A petition hag been filed by Mr. Chandler, an |

intervenor, but it 18 not eclahmed that ho {8 en-
titled to a rehearing. 1f such claim were made
it would be sufticient answer to it to say that he
has not filed a brief in support of hiz petition,
and for this reason, under the well-knowa rules
oI this conrt, it is waived.

The oniy petition in the cause under which it
Is clalmed we have the power to grant a rehear-
ing is filed by the Attorney-gencral of the State.

During the progress of the canse in this court the |

following order was made, nawely: *“It furtuer
appearing to the court that the matters involved
in said cause are such as affect the entire people
of the State and are of great importance it is or-
dered that leave be granted to the Attcruey-gen-
eral of the State to appear in behalf of the peo-
ple and to take such steps as hie way deom neces-
sary to aid the court in reaching a just determ:i-
nation therso!l.”

It i1s now claimed by the Attorney-general
that, by virtune of this order, he became u party
to this suit. Unless this elaima ¢an be malntained,
of course his petition 1s not entitled to conslder-
ation, for, as will be seen by reading the statue,
no provision {8 made for illing o pstition for a
rehearing by any person other thau a party.

The econtention that the Attorney-wencral is a
party to this suit wonld seein to be so destitate
of plausibility as not to require & moement's con-
sideration, were it not for the appareut earnest-
pe=s with whieh he seeks 1o mnintain it,

In the nisi prins conrts partics are known aa
plaintiffs and defendants. In this ecourt they
are known as appeliants and appeilees. If the
Attorney-general isa party to his suif, which is
be, an appeliant or an appelice!  With whowm ia
he litignting! What judemeont shall be rendered
either for or against him! He i3 not an inter
venor, for no person can be such unless he has a
personal interest in (he controversy, and it will
certainly not be contended that the above order
embraces a right to set up a personal interest,

It was perfeotiy proper, I think, for the court,
in view of the public interest involved in this

case, to laviie the Attorney-general, the chiet

Meridian street, direct ifmporter. Goods sold
from oue bottle on up.

86.00—To Chicago and Return—86.00
$3.00—-To Chicago—$3.00
Via Pennsylvania line from Indianapolis,
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Tee Tools.

We are agents for Woods's [ce Tools—the best good
in that line on the market. We carry an assortment
in stock, and can fill large orders direct from factory
on ghort notice. Call and see ns or send for illustrat-
ed catalogue, Ve =ell at manufacturer’s prices,

HILDEBRAND & FUGATE,
52 South Meridian atreat

“

Table Knives and Carving Sets

We have at all times a full line of first quality
pear], ivory and eflver plate Knives afll Carving
gets. We also carry a line of sterling-handle
Kuives and Carving Fets of 2, 3 and 5 pieces, to
match Stefling Flat Ware patterns in our stock.

Juliug C. Walk,

Successor to

Bingham & walk,

Jeweler : t : 12 East Washingtoa Street,
Gener al agent for the Patek, FPhilippe & Co.,
Vacheron & Constantin, and E. Koehu celebrated

| Bwiss Watches,

i

TRIBUNE ALMANAC
For 1893,

Just received and for sale by

CATHCART, " CLELAND & C0,,
6 East Washington Street.

7 Mailed on receipt of 25¢.

"BOSTON :
DRY GOODS CO.

INDIANA’S
GREAT CASH

STORE.
T oo Dyt 0o
W N

A

il\h»@m-ﬂuﬂw&mnlb

v Nlsianh.-

FUNERAL DIRECTORS

FLANNER & BUCHANAN

72 NORTH ILLINOIS STREET.

Lady Attendant. Free Ambulance

Only White Team in City.
TELEPHONE 641, oR TAKE ELOTRIC CARS

LUMP  CRUSHED COKE

- BY —

Indianapolis Gas Co

TICKETS TO BE HAD AT
49 Sounth Pennsylvania Street

GRATEFUL—COMFORTING.
EPPSS COCOA
BREAKFAST-—-SUPPER.

- thorough knowledge of the natural 1a
whic govern the operatlons of digestion an
nutrition, and by a carcfal application of the hus
properties of well-aclected Cocoa, Mr. Epps has
Hmﬂded our breakiast ‘tables with a delicately

avored beverage which may save us many huvr
dootors' bills, It is by the jadiclous wuse of such
articles of diet that a coustitution may be gradually
built up untill stroug enough to resisi every Lone
dency to disease, Handreds of subtle mmaladies are
floating around us ready to attack wh rever thers ia
a weak point. 'We may escaps mauy a fatal shaft by
keeping ourselves well fortifiad with pure hloosd and
a properly nourished frame " —Civll servioe Gazetle,

Made simply with bolling water or milk. Sold only
in half-pound tins, by grocers, labeled thus:

JAMES EPPS & CO,, Hommepathic Chemists,
London, England.
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Belt Rairoad and Stock-Yard Company.

STOCKHOLDERS MEETING

The annual meesting of the stockholders of the
Belt Ratiroad and Stoek-yard Company will be held
at the directors’ room, in the U nign Ruilway Statio
in the city of Indianapolis, on Tuesday, 7th day 2‘
February, 15893, between the hours of 10:30 and 13
o'clotk . m., for the purposs of clecting nine direct.
ors to serve for the ensuing year, and for the transacs
tion of suoh vther bLusiness as may come bsfore the
meeling. R. 8, MCKEE, Becretary

January 7, 1803.

e

Sunday Journal, by mail, $2 a Year | 12¢ Weekly Journal, $1 Per Annum

SOAP

USE THE BEST ONLY.

WE HAVE THEM,

Pixaup’s, ROGERS & GALLET, COUDRAY'S, OPPONAX, VIOLETTE DE PARME,
SUEDE LAITNES.
For the hands there is nothing better than

BEETHAM'S CUCUMBER AND GLYCERINE.

CHARLES MAYER & CO

29 and 31 West Wash. St.

LAFAYETTHE STOCK FARM

lJ. CROUCH & SON, LAFAYETTE, IND.

Our new importation of German-Oldenburg Coach Horses arrived Nov. 15 1802, a4 consisted
of the largest and finest lot of this breed of horses ever brought to Amerioa. We also breed and 1m-
port English Shire. Belgium, Clydesdale, Norman, Trotiing and Paecing Stallions, Mares and Jacks.
Write for full particulars,. We can sell a good horse on better terms thanu any other Gru.

City OUtlices— 237 and 239 East Main street.
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A nice assortment of

ROGERS' PLATED WARE

LILLY & STALNAKER

64 East Wash. St.

CARPETS,

DRAPERIES,

LINOLEUM, ETC.

ALBERT ALL, 17 and 19 W. WASH. ST,

Agency for B, C. Johnsou'sP arquetry Flooring and Borders. Estimatos furnished.




